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Executive Summary
State appropriations for higher education have been volatile during the past decade.
While some states have seen improvements in state appropriations since the last recession, other
states have seen continued declines. For public colleges and universities facing these consistent
decreases in appropriations they have had to develop alternative methods for revenue generation.
One of the most common changes to a university’s revenue model is by increasing their tuition
and fee rates. Public colleges and universities can increase their own tuition and fees, within the
boundaries of state oversight boards like the Council on Postsecondary Education (CPE). This is
a big factor into the reason why some states are continuing to decrease funding for higher
education. The current resident undergraduate tuition and fee ceiling for UKY, which is
mandated by the CPE, is (1) no more than 6% over two years, academic years 2018-19 and
2019-20 and (2) no more than four percent in any one year. This paper looks at the way different
tuition models can affect a university with varying college and department sizes. Because of
studying different types of tuition funding models, I have suggested a model which might be
ideal for universities. The primary goal of the suggested tuition model is to find a solution to
continue to increase revenue without putting too much of a burden on any party involved:
university, department, or student. By looking at the trends associated with enrollment and
tuition I can assess how different tuition funding models affect various sized departments and
colleges.
In the coming sections, the literature review focuses on the correlations between tuition
and enrollment and the use of out-of-state tuition as a revenue booster. In addition, I explored
two case studies of alternative tuition funding models used by other universities. The research
design details the goals and methodology of my analysis. This paper will primarily focus on data

3

from the University of Kentucky (UKY) as a reference point for comparison to other models. In
the conclusion, an analysis is completed on the possible implications of the various tuition
models studied on enrollment and on the overall health of a college or department. The key
findings of this study are:
•
•
•

Decreased state appropriations does influence increased tuition. Increased tuition is not
the definite cause of decreased enrollment.
Cost-related tuition models do not effectively provide tuition revenue to all departments
of varying sizes.
Fixed-Net tuition models lower overall tuition revenue but provide the best transparency
for students.

Identification of the Problem
For many states, funding for higher education has continued to decrease. According to
data by the association of State Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO) there are sixteen
states that are still below their pre-recession levels in total state educational revenue (2018).
Many of these states are deemed as having “no recovery” as the state appropriations have
continued to fall since 2012 (SHEEO, 2018).
UKY is a public university located in Lexington, Kentucky. Total enrollment of
undergraduate students for the 2018-19 academic year was 22,188. Appendix I - Figure 1 shows
Kentucky state appropriations for UKY. The data represents only state appropriation funds
received and not additional performance funds. Performance funding is from a new program
which links state appropriations with desired goals for student success and other objectives from
CPE (UKY UBO, 2019). Performance funds are considered an additional appropriation and due
to their volatility I have chosen to exclude this from my appropriations totals. Over the past ten
years state appropriations have continued to decrease for UKY. The decrease in state
appropriations over the past ten years is $58 million, or 22%. Based on the current trend, it is
expected that state appropriations will continue to decrease. Appendix I-Figure 2 shows per
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semester tuition data for UKY over the past ten years. This data encompasses undergraduate
tuition per semester from resident and non-resident upper and lower divisions. Resident lower
division, resident upper division, non-resident lower division, and non-resident upper division
have increased by $1,973.50, $2,031.00, $6,112.00, and $6,197.50, respectively from academic
year 2009-10 to 2018-19. In Appendix 1-Figure 3, the undergraduate enrollment data for the
University of Kentucky is charted for the past ten academic years. Overall, there has been an
increase of 3,101 students during the past decade. However, starting with the 2016-17 academic
year, there have been slight decreases in enrollment at UKY. When analyzing all three of the
data groups, state appropriations are decreasing, tuition is increasing, and overall enrollment is
decreasing.
There are several different tuition models that public colleges and universities may use.
Since many public colleges and universities are experiencing decreases in state appropriations
for higher education, these institutions are having to find new ways to replace that lost revenue.
One of the most common ways this can be completed is through increases in tuition and fees.
While increases in tuition and fees can benefit the college or university, it can have an adverse
effect on students, departments, or colleges within that university. Some of these effects could
be decreases in fields of study that do not make as much money, increases in student loan
burdens, and decreases in enrollment which causes decreased revenue. A successful tuition
funding model should increase revenue for the institution while maintaining or increasing
enrollment.
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Literature Review
Tuition and Enrollment
The growing cost of tuition for public colleges and universities is not a new trend, and
neither is state support for these public colleges and universities (Johnstone, 2004; Koshal &
Koshal, 2000; Rizzo & Ehrenberg, 2003). According to research results by Hemelt and
Marcotte, “… tuition can be used as a lever to offset revenue losses from declining
appropriations. At the means of enrollment and tuition price, our results imply that a 5%
increase in tuition (about $210) would result in an enrollment decline of about 51 students and
the loss of about $225,000 in tuition from these students. But the higher price charged to
remaining students would bring in an additional $2.24 million in tuition revenue. So, if net
revenue in the short run is the only concern for an institution, tuition is clearly a mechanism for
augmenting revenue (2011).” This indicates that slight drops in enrollment will not have a vast
impact on revenue due to the increase in tuition.
For some, increasing tuition because of decreased state funding has a negative effect on
enrollment. For example, in the early 1990s, California higher education enrollment appeared to
have dropped by nearly 160,000 students between the fall of 1992 and fall of 1993 (Lively,
1994). There were significant concerns for the negative enrollment trend as the population was
growing along with high-school graduation rates. Lively (1994) states, “Another tight budget
year is expected in 1994-95. Community-college officials hope enrollments will rebound soon,
but they expect another decline if the tuition costs increase again”.
Similar struggles of state budget decreases and tuition increases were seen in the early
2000s by many colleges and universities, i.e. University of Florida, University of Iowa,
University of Missouri, and more (Pratt, 2003). Pratt (2003) commented that many colleges and
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universities were raising tuition in response to budget cuts. Pratt further discussed the concern
that tuition could not continue to rise indefinitely without impeding access to education.
“College tuition has increased so much that little room exists for further increases, in either
public or private institutions, without triggering a parental revolt (Pratt, 2003)”.
Cases such as those seen with the University of Wisconsin further address concerns on
the pressure to reduce budgets while also maintaining a high academic standard. Pratt (2003),
stated that in this 2002-03 timeframe, the University of Wisconsin suffered a $44 million cut.
According to general purpose revenue (GPR) data for the University of Wisconsin System,
released by the Wisconsin Legislative Fiscal Bureau (2016), there has been an overall downward
trend in GPR funding since the early 2000s. This trend comes even though there has been an
overall enrollment growth for the University of Wisconsin System (UW System, 2018).
Wisconsin is justifying the cuts from state appropriations because colleges and universities can
generate revenue via user-fees such as tuition and fees (Hillman, 2017). The bright side for some
universities as reported by Hillman (2017) is that even though tuition might discourage student
enrollment, investing in student financial aid can counteract that.
In Kentucky, KRS 164.020 gives the Kentucky CPE the ability to determine tuition and
fees for the Kentucky public colleges and universities. For the UKY, the Board of Trustees will
recommend tuition and mandatory fees to the Council. Information on this process for the UKY
can be found in their Business Procedures Manual E-20-11 and in Administrative Regulation
8:72.

1
2

University of Kentucky – Tuition and Student Fee Policy
University of Kentucky Regulations – Student Fees
7

Non-Resident Tuition
Due to state decreases in appropriations one of the ways higher education leadership is
accounting for this lost revenue is through increased reliance on net tuition increases (Wellman
et al, 2009). According to the National Center for Education Statistics (2018), undergraduate
tuition, fees, room, and board for public institutions increased by 34 percent. At UKY, yearly
tuition increased from $7,096 in 2007-08 to $12,245 in 2018-19 (College Board, 2019).
Understanding how public colleges and universities are obtaining revenue can be essential in
understanding their mission and focus. By understanding these measures, I have applied the
resource dependence theory to suggest a tuition funding model that should be representative of
all focus areas: departments, colleges, and students.
Simply raising tuition for all students may not be the only method to increasing revenues.
Institutions may increase their net tuition in a variety of methods: raising the sticker price,
lowering discounts offered to students, recruiting more out-of-state students and international
students who pay a larger price, or by using a combination of all these methods (Baum, et al.
2018). By using a combination of these methods, a public college or university has the potential
to increase their revenues without increasing tuition prices for their students.
Out-of-state enrollment has become a growing attraction to public colleges and
universities. However, switching a focus from in-state students to out-of-state students can
create a shift in the focus of the institution. In addition, moving from state appropriations to
reliance on tuition revenue can have consequences. Pfeffer and Salancik (1978) established the
resource dependence approach for external controls of an organization. The resource
dependence theory states that behaviors of organizations are shaped by the availability of
external resources which are received by the organization (Pfeffer and Salancik, 2003). As
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Slaughter and Leslie (1997) state, “He who pays the piper calls the tune” (pp. 67-68). The shift
of revenue from state appropriations to tuition and fees can result in a change of structure for that
institution. When a large portion of funding is received from the state itself, the institution has
more motivation to accomplish the goals of that state. However, when the revenue source starts
coming from new out-of-state tuition payers, the goal of providing value will change from the
state to the new paying customers (Jaquette, 2019).
The pros and cons of such a revenue switch could vary widely based on each institution’s
individual goals and missions. This shift of focus to out-of-state and international students may
help public colleges and institutions create the revenue cushion needed to maintain their current
level of operations. However, with that shift, state policymakers still share concern that the
enrollment growth for out-of-state students may “crowd out” opportunities for in-state and lowincome students (Burd, 2015). Public colleges and universities that are looking to increase
revenues via out-of-state tuition need to be mindful of the resource dependence theory and the
effects that revenue shift can have on their campus.
Cost-Related Tuition Policies
There has been some research conducted about student responses to tuition increases by
academic major. Research by Jung Cheol Shin (2007) explored responses of students in
different academic majors to tuition increases, primarily focusing on the relationship between
tuition increase, and future earnings and college expenditures. Six academic majors were the
primary focus of this paper: Engineering, Physics, Biology, Mathematics, Business, and
Education. What Shin (2007) found is that students are more elastic to tuition levels in Physics,
Biology, and Business while students in Engineering were more inelastic. A primary goal of
Shin’s research was to look at this data to discuss a cost-related tuition policy. The purpose
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behind cost-related tuition is to charge different tuition rates for different academic majors. This
is said to charge majors accordingly for what institutions must provide for them: laboratories,
field experiences, etc. Students that do not need to have more provided to them for their
education would thus pay less in tuition and fees. In the cost-related tuition model, the
policymakers will focus on expenditures for colleges to create tuition rates instead of charging a
flat rate or a rate per credit hour.
Yanikoski and Wilson (1984) outlined four main areas when designing a cost-related
tuition model: pricing proportionate to the costs of courses, programs, or levels; higher prices for
specialized upper divisions than for lower-divisions; higher prices for outstanding, high-quality
programs; and pricing based on the rates of return of academic majors. Another primary factor
for cost-related tuition models is to understand tuition elasticity. Shin (2007) defines tuition
elasticity as the change in student enrollment caused by the change in tuition. If colleges or
universities increase tuition for certain academic programs without factoring in tuition elasticity
they may see a negative effect of decreased enrollment which then lowers overall tuition
revenue. Staying comparable to other colleges or universities could be beneficial to any
institution looking to create a cost-related tuition model.
According to Smith (1992) and Middaugh et al. (2003) disciplines in Engineering and
Sciences had relatively high costs to run the programs which were followed by Education,
Business, Social Sciences, and Humanities. Research which looks at costs per major is
important because it shows that some majors cost much more than others even though at many
universities, all majors often pay the same tuition. Shin’s study in 2007 supports the hypothesis
that students in high rate of return majors are not as sensitive to tuition increases because they
are likely to expect more benefits from their college education. Out of the six majors studied by
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Shin, Engineering students had the highest rates of return and therefore, tuition and tuition
increase had the smallest effect.
Cost-related tuition is also known as differential tuition. According to Kevin M. Stange
(2013), differential tuition rates align student experience more closely to the actual costs of
instruction, which further eliminates the need for cross-subsidies between majors. Stange (2013)
and Redden (2007) both express worries that differential tuition will discourage student
exploration which will further undermine the goals of liberal arts in higher education.
An important theory to discuss with all tuition funding models but specifically costrelated tuition models is the demand theory. The demand theory, when used with higher
education, suggests that enrollment will decrease with increased pricing on students and that
enrollment will have a positive impact on an institution when their tuition is more favorable than
a competitor. While the demand theory typically finds a negative correlation between enrollment
and tuition, Shin (2007) found that once students are enrolled, their decisions based on tuition
increases are much less than their decisions on the original tuition level pre-enrollment. Shin’s
research further suggests that if students believe that their rate of return on college education is
high, tuition increases will typically be a non-factor.
In the research paper, The Costs and Net Returns to College Major, written by Altonji
and Zimmerman (2017), they estimated how much education would cost and future earnings
from undergraduate students using data from the University of Florida (UF) system. Altonji and
Zimmerman found that it would typically costs universities more than $62,000.00 to educate an
engineer while some majors such as English and Business would be nearly half of that amount.
The increased cost can be attributed by the need for additional advising, administration, financial
aid, and personnel costs. Typically, most universities have students pay tuition rates regardless

11

of their program of study. Knowing this, and knowing that some majors cost more to run, this
shows that some majors are subsidizing the costlier ones.

Case Studies
Tuition Funding Models
Tuition funding models can vary greatly for colleges and universities across the country.
Each university is going to have their own mission and goals which will dictate their tuition and
fees schedule. By reading the University of Kentucky’s Operating and Capital Budget Plan for
2019-2020 and by conducting an interview with Jesse Hedge, College of Arts & Sciences
Assistant Dean for Undergraduate and International Affairs, I can conclude that UKY has placed
a significant importance on non-resident students. While some universities may continue their
focus on resident students, UKY has shifted part of the focus to non-resident students as a tuition
booster. When asked about the focus in out-of-state recruitment, Hedge responded by stating
that while some students may place a higher importance on tuition and fee expense, others will
compare the programs offered by UKY and in their home state regardless the costs. Mr. Hedge
further explained that UKY may offer some competitive programs at non-resident pricing that
are still cheaper, or competitive, when compared to pricing in that student’s home state.
With this information, and a shift of focus on non-resident students, the continued tuition
and fee increases may not have as much of an impact if tuition rates are comparable to the
surrounding states. Below is a listing of some questions to consider when looking at all the
varying tuition models. Not all the questions will be answered directly in this research paper but
should be questions considered by college and universities when looking at determining their
own tuition funding models.
•
•

Should there be one rate for all students?
Should there be rates for lower and upper division students?
12

•
•
•
•
•

Should there be different rates for resident, non-resident, and international students?
Should there be different tuition rates based on major or program?
Should students receive one rate and keep it all four years?
Should departments receive tuition based on course enrollment?
Should online classes cost more or less?
Two tuition funding models were studied as part of this research paper. The following

section describes the various tuition models examined in this paper including: cost-related tuition
and fixed-net tuition. Seeing as UKY currently has a tuition funding model that uses
lower/upper division, resident/non-resident, and online course rates a thorough study was not
done into this ‘combination’ model. Current data from UKY was rather used as a point of
comparison for the two other tuition funding models.
Cost-Related Tuition
The purpose behind cost-related tuition is to charge different tuition rates for different
academic majors. This tuition model is said to charge majors accordingly for what institutions
must provide for them: laboratories, field experiences, and more. The University of Washington
(UW) is a higher education institution that participates in a cost-related or ‘tuition-based
program’ tuition funding model. Per UW’s tuition and fee files (2018), students enrolled in
tuition-based programs on any UW campus will be charged tuition (including an operating and
building fee), a technology fee, and a services and activity fee. Students are separated into statesupported programs and fee-based programs. As defined by UW (2019), “Fee-based programs
and their classes do not receive direct financial support from the State of Washington. Regular
(non-fee-based) classes are funded by both students’ tuition and the State of Washington.”
While UW does not yet offer many fee-based undergraduate programs there are several
master’s and doctoral programs in the fields of Arts & Sciences, Dentistry, Education,
Engineering, Medicine, and Social Work. Appendix IV details the Fee Based Degree Course
13

and Program Fees for UW Seattle programs which are offered by academic units in partnership
with UW Continuum College. This document outlines the fees associated with each program. If
a program wishes to establish a fee-based program they must do so via the annual process
outlined in UW Executive Order 44, which will then be approved by the Provost3.
The University of Minnesota is another higher education institution which has some
programs with additional fees for undergraduate education. It is noted on their tuition and fee
schedule that “Students enrolled in the Carlson School of Management (CSOM) and College of
Science and Engineering (CSE) students will be charged an additional $1,000 per semester
tuition surcharge to maintain innovative classrooms and laboratories (University of Minnesota,
2019)”. In addition to this they have many of their Certificate, Master’s, and Doctoral programs
which have separated fees based on the college or program.
Fixed Net-Price Tuition
Fixed Net-Price Tuition is tuition policy where a student will receive a tuition rate for
their degree program. This rate is typically for a four-year degree program. The purpose of this
kind of a tuition policy is to allow for students and parents to prepare an educational budget by
establishing a known tuition rate. By having an established tuition rate, you can decrease
uncertainty that come with tuition increases.
The University of Houston (UH) has a fixed rate four-year tuition option for students4.
At UH students have the option of participating in the fixed or variable rate plans which they
must choose when signing up. To participate in the fixed four-year plan the students must meet
certain eligibility requirements, like declaring an eligible major and maintaining continuous
enrollment (UH, 2019). Appendix XIII outlines the UH FY20 Undergraduate Fixed Tuition

3
4

University of Washington Executive Order No. 44
University of Houston Fixed Rate Four-Year Tuition
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Rates for Four Year Degree Programs. This information details the resident and non-resident
rates per college for FY20.
Angelo State University (ASU) is another higher education institution that has fixed rate
tuition5. Much like with UH, ASU incoming students must select to participate into the fixed
tuition plans. Per ASU (2019), their standard tuition rate changes slightly each year, compared
to the fixed rate tuition rate which locks in one designated tuition price each semester for four
years. A difference between these two universities is that their undergraduate tuition is broken
into two parts: state tuition and designated tuition. The designated tuition at ASU supports the
operations and activities of the university and is the only tuition portion that has a locked in rate.
The University of North Texas (UNT) has fixed rate tuition plans but unlike UH and
ASU, UNT’s ‘Save and Soar’ plan locks in board-designated tuition at a slightly higher tuition
rate than the traditional plans6. What all the universities’ plans have in common is that this
locked in rate does not include room and board, course fees, or other instructional fees
designated by departments.

Research Design
Research Questions
Kentucky has seen a continuous decrease in state appropriations for higher education.
This research paper set out to explore three main questions:
1. How is decreased state funding for higher education effecting tuition and enrollment at
the University of Kentucky?
2. How are tuition funding models affect various sized department?
3. Is there a superior tuition funding model that can increase revenue for the university
without having negative effects on students and departments/colleges at that university?

5
6

Angelo State University Fixed Tuition Plan
University of North Texas Fixed-Rate Tuition Plan
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Data Creation and Analysis
Enrollment data for this study was collected primarily using information collected via the
UKY Institutional Research and Advanced Analytics (IRAA) website. Data concerning tuition,
fees, revenue, and budgets were pulled from the yearly Operating and Capital Budget reports for
UKY.
State Appropriations
Data on Kentucky state appropriations was collected from the UKY Capital and
Operating Budget reports (UKY Budget Office, 2010-2019). Each annual report includes the
current, upcoming year’s state appropriations. State appropriation totals used to chart the past
ten years was collected from the University Budget Office State and Student Support listing done
by UKY. Figure 1 listed in Appendix I, shows gradual decreases in UKY state appropriations
with a trend line showing the continued pattern of a decrease in state appropriation revenue to
UKY. Figure 4 below, shows data from FY 2009 and FY 2019 which reveals that there has been
a sharp transition on reliance from state funds to reliance on tuition and fees as the primary
source of revenue for UKY. Annual tuition and fees revenue have increased by 24% from fiscal
year 2009 to fiscal year 2019.
Public Funds for Fiscal Years 2009 and 2019
**Inner Circle is 2009 - Outer Circle is 2019
State Funds

Tuition and Fees
State Funds
33%

Tuition and Fees
43%

Tuition and Fees
67%

State Funds
57%

F IGURE 4: PUBLIC FUNDS FOR FY09 AND FY19. DATA COLLECTED FROM UBO
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Tuition Data
Tuition data was compiled through information provided in the annual UKY Capital and
Operating Budget reports. These reports offer detailed information on the tuition and fees for the
University. For this research, tuition data from UKY was used to create analysis on different
tuition funding models. In some instances, tuition is looked at per semester and/or annually.
This is denoted with the data. Appendix III shows undergraduate enrollment for the past ten
academic years for our five colleges listed in this paper. Appendix I-Figure 2 details overall
undergraduate per semester tuition for UKY with data pulled from the annual Operating and
Capital Budget reports.
Enrollment Data
Using the IRAA website, overall UKY enrollment data was collected from ‘All students
– CPE’, sorting to include just undergraduate level students. Specifically including eight
colleges within UKY to pull enrollment data for undergraduate students. These eight colleges
are: Ag, Food and Environment, Arts & Sciences, Business & Economics, Communications and
Information’s, Education, Engineering, Fine Arts, and Social Work. These eight colleges were
selected based on the varying fields of study and using similar fields that were used in research
by Jung Cheol Shin (2007). Based on the variety in this selection there is more opportunity to
see any differences in effects on departments and colleges based on their program offerings and
size. The enrollment data was compiled from the 2009-2010 to 2018-2019 academic years.
Appendix II details the breakdown of total enrollment, resident enrollment, and non-resident
enrollment for these eight colleges at UKY from 2009-2010 to 2018-2019. Appendix XII
Figures 5 and 6, show the changes in in-state and out-of-state enrollments, respectively, for the
eight colleges at UKY being studied in this paper. All eight colleges demonstrate slight
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differences between in-state and out-of-state enrollments over the past ten academic years. In
the College of Arts & Sciences, the College of Business & Economics, and the College of
Engineering where there is a growing presence of out-of-state and international students, this
shift is more prominent than in other colleges.

Analysis and Findings
Enrollment Data
Enrollment changes can be seen in Appendix I Figures 1 and Appendix XII Figures 5 and
6. Each charts the changes in enrollment from academic years 2009-10 to 2018-19 for overall
UKY undergraduate enrollment and in-state/out-of-state enrollment for eight colleges at UKY.
My first research question was to explore connections between decreased state funding for
higher education and increased tuition rates, and their effect on enrollment at UKY. When
looking at Figure 1, there have been slight decreases in overall enrollment for the past three
academic years. However, first year enrollment has seen steady increases over the past few
years with 4,885 in fall of 2017, 5,077 in fall of 2018 (UKY UBO, 2019), and an expected 5,400
in fall of 2019 (Capilouto, 2019). The decreases in enrollment could then be related to more
students graduating on time or losing students that have already started. Graduation and
retention rates at UKY have continued to grow. Growth can be seen in all areas: Retained % 1st
Spring, Retained % 2nd Fall, Graduated % 4 years, and Graduated % 6 years. Appendix IX
shows these percentage changes overtime, including data grouped by students within the cohort
who retained or graduated from the same college in which they started their first fall semester.
Because UKY has seen increases in first year enrollment, increases in retention, and increases in
graduation rates, I would say that increased tuition rates, overall, do not have a negative impact
on enrollment for this university.
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Cost-related Tuition
To prepare for an analysis, I
started by estimating general expenses
needed to run various departments at
UKY. These expenses include both
instructional and operating costs.
These could also be noted as recurring
and non-recurring costs. These costs

General Amount Needed to Run Departments
*Relative Sizes of UK Departments (Recurring + Nonrecurring)
**Amount is inclusive of undergraduate, graduate, and postdocs
Department
Amount
Chemistry $
9,750,000.00
Biology $
9,400,000.00
Psychology $
7,500,000.00
Mathematics $
6,400,000.00
Physics & Astronomy $
6,000,000.00
English $
4,750,000.00
History $
3,800,000.00
Geography $
3,700,000.00
Statistics $
3,250,000.00
Anthropology $
3,200,000.00
Political Science $
2,700,000.00
Sociology $
2,500,000.00
Philosophy $
2,200,000.00

F IGURE 7: D EPARTMENT COSTS

are only estimates based on the size

and structure of that department and could vary by university. It is important to note that these
estimated costs do not include grants or outside funding that some departments and faculty may
receive to cover research and payroll expenses. Some departments will have lab work or field
work which can increase costs to run those programs. STEM fields may also have higher
personnel rates for instruction that need to be factored into the recurring budget. Figure 7 details
approximate costs to run departments which are similar in size to UKY departments. Please note
these are not actual expenses for the UKY departments.
As noted the STEM fields (Chemistry, Biology, Mathematics, and Physics) are among
the most expensive to operate while many social sciences (Political Science, Sociology, and
Philosophy) are among the cheapest to operate. I took the total costs to run these departments
and divided that by the number of 2018-19 fall undergraduates which were in these majors to get
the total cost per undergraduate. The costs per department are inclusive of undergraduate,
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General Amount Needed to Run Departments based on 2018-19
Enrollment (per undergraduate student)
*Relative Sizes of UK Departments (Recurring + Nonrecurring)
**Amount is inclusive of undergraduate, graduate, and postdocs
Department
Amount
Anthropology $
46,376.81
Biology $
6,473.83
Chemistry $
33,390.41
English $
27,941.18
Geography $
148,000.00
History $
21,590.91
Mathematics $
56,637.17
Philosophy $
64,705.88
Physics & Astronomy $
88,235.29
Political Science $
6,206.90
Psychology $
7,515.03
Sociology $
24,752.48
Statistics $
125,000.00

graduate, and doctoral students but there was not a
way to determine exact costs for undergraduate
students alone. The goal of this calculation was to
see which department could be self-sufficient based
on just tuition revenue. As shown in Figure 8, the
Biology department could charge $6,473.83 per
year for their 1452 undergraduate students in

F IGURE 8: C OST PER UNDERGRADUATE STUDENT

academic year 2018-19 to cover their costs while
the Geography department would have to charge $148,000.00 per year for their 25 undergraduate
students. While the geography department is not one of the most expensive to operate it does
have some of the lower undergraduate enrollment numbers. This approach shows the differences
enrollment can make within a major if you were to charge by major and not by course.
Another way to look at cost-related tuition is to charge by course. Biology’s single term
enrollment for fall 2018 was 5,554 while Geography was 1,378. Appendix XI details single term
enrollment for the fall of 2018 for all departments within the College of Arts & Sciences. The
approach to charge per course would be more inclusive of students who either need or want to
take courses outside of their major. Using UKY’s single term enrollment data for fall 2018 for
the College of Arts & Sciences, I estimated what tuition revenue could be generated per student
per yeat. Using UKY’s 2018-19 undergraduate, lower division, resident rate of $6,035.00 I then
found the course rate if students were to take 12 or 15 credit hours. Once those rates were
received I based the rest of the calculations on the average which was approximately $450.00 per
credit hour. As you can see in Appendix XV, based on the single term enrollment for fall 2018,
credit hours costing $450.00, and having three credit hour courses, the Biology department could
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generate $14,995,800.00 in revenue for that academic year providing that the enrollment stays
the same. This is more than enough for that department to become self-sufficient. The
Geography department, following all the same parameters, could generate $3,720,600.00 in
revenue for that academic year which is also enough for that department to be self-sufficient.
While this method does not charge different rates per major or course, it does show charging by
course could be more effective than charging by major.
The method of charging per course appears to generate enough revenue for departments
to become self-sufficient with tuition revenue. However, when looking at a college like Arts &
Sciences you must address concerns of the volume of students who flow through Arts &
Sciences, regardless of their major. Nearly every student that is at UKY will have one, if not
more, courses within Arts & Sciences. This would certainly create an unfair advantage of this
college having access to every student while other colleges like Social Work and Fine Arts
would not. The larger colleges would then be subsidizing the smaller colleges.
A third way I looked at cost-related tuition was to create a model that charges a flat
tuition rate per major with additional fees for courses taken outside of that major. This way each
department would receive base tuition revenue in addition to fees from students using their
services. Tuition dollars would go to that major instead of to specific courses. Any student not
within that major but that takes courses in that department would be charged course fees or lab
fees. Appendix XVI continues with using the Biology and Geography departments as examples.
This calculation is assuming that students within that major are taking two courses within that
department per semester. As the calculations show, the Biology department again will have
more than double what they need to operate their department while the Geography department is
nowhere close to what is needed to operate. This model is still dependent on tuition revenue to

21

boost overall revenue so departments that have lower major enrollment will not see the revenue
payoff that larger departments see.
As you can see none of the departments are equitable within any of the three ways I have
comparted cost-related tuition policies. Each way that cost-related tuition is compared offers
pros and cons. The first method is looking at what could be charged per major enrollments.
While this method could bring in large amounts of tuition revenue for specific majors it wouldn’t
properly account for the students which are housed in other majors taking courses outside of
their home department. The second method of charging per course could be beneficial for
departments that are larger, even colleges that are larger. However, smaller departments and
colleges that do not have large enrollments could struggle to create enough revenue for their
costs. It would also have to be factored in that students, regardless of major, would have many
classes in general education courses. At UKY a large majority of these courses would be in the
College of Arts & Sciences which may always create an advantage in tuition revenue for that one
college.
Fixed-Net Tuition
Fixed-Net Tuition gives incoming students a tuition rate that they keep throughout their
undergraduate career at a higher education institution. To run this analysis, I took undergraduate
enrollment data, both resident and non-resident, for the eight colleges from UKY studied in this
research paper. Using annual tuition amounts for lower-division resident and non-resident
students at UKY, the fixed-net tuition model was tested for incoming freshman starting at UKY
in academic year 2009-10 through 2018-19. The results were then compared to the current
tuition funding models at UKY with yearly tuition changes. The tuition model was ran based on
the assumptions that enrollment does not change between fall and spring semesters, students stay
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in the college they originally enrolled in, and that all students for each incoming freshman class
are ‘new’ students. Due to the complex nature of the data I needed to add in certain assumptions
to create an analysis to test my questions. With tuition and enrollment there are an endless
number of variables that could affect the overall outcome. While the assumptions mentioned
above could seem vast, enrollment numbers for colleges are increasing so the concern of the
numbers being smaller was slim.
For academic year 2009-10 the undergraduate resident rate was $4061.50, and the nonresident rate was $8,339.00 per semester. Under the fixed net tuition model the incoming
freshman for that academic year would receive those tuition rates for the next four consecutive
years. For my calculations, each academic year cohort used the tuition rate that UKY established
for that academic year. For academic year 2009-10 the College of Arts & Sciences had 912
resident freshman students and 217 non-resident freshman students. Based on the tuition rates
this created $3,704,088.00 in tuition revenue for resident students and $1,809,563.00 in tuition
revenue for non-resident students per semester which is combined yearly total of
$11,027,302.00. Taking those totals and multiplying them by four we see that the cohort starting
in that academic year would generate $44,109,208.00 in total tuition revenue. Using the model
that UKY currently uses where tuition may change every year, I calculated the revenue based off
the same freshman enrollment numbers. Under the assumptions discussed above, for the current
UKY model, the tuition rates changed every year and can be seen in Appendix I-Figure 2. In my
calculations each cohort would have their tuition increased each year based on the UKY rate
instead of continuing the same rate established in their year one. As a comparison, for freshman
starting in academic year 2009-10 in the College of Arts & Sciences their four-year tuition
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revenue would be $48,242,064.00. This is a $4,132,856.00 increase over the fixed-net tuition
model. Each college could see increases in the differential model.
The comparison between the two different tuition funding models shows that yearly
tuition changes do create increased revenue for UKY. Appendix V includes freshman student
enrollment for eight colleges at UKY. Appendix VI shows the total tuition revenue earned per
academic year for resident and non-resident enrollment using the current UKY tuition model
with yearly increases. Appendix VII details the total tuition revenue earned by cohorts starting
per academic year using the fixed-net tuition model. The charts in Appendix VI includes yearly
totals and VII are the semester totals. Appendix VIII depicts the four-year total revenue for each
tuition model. While revenue is slightly lower using the fixed-net tuition model it could prove to
be more transparent for students and less harmful to departments overall. For this reason, it may
be beneficial for public colleges and universities to consider this type of tuition funding model.

Conclusion
Implications in Research
This research can have an impact on not only the University of Kentucky, but other
public higher education institutions that need to generate additional revenue due to decreased
state funding. Based on the two tuition funding models studied, cost-related and fixed-net, using
UKY’s current enrollment and tuition trends, both offer their own set of pros and cons. Fixednet tuition models could be an effective tuition funding model for some, UKY is not currently
facing an issue in enrollment. Because of this, there is not as much pressure to create a tuition
funding model to increase enrollment numbers. I would suggest that more research be conducted
into fixed-net tuition models and the implications they could have on pubic college and
universities. Having a cost-related tuition model could prove to be beneficial in minimizing the
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need for smaller departments subsidizing more costly ones. However, this tuition model could
prove to be harmful to smaller departments who do not have the resources to be self-sufficient.
A cost-related tuition model could create a great divide between departments of varying sizes. If
the university didn’t offer state funding supplements to departments that couldn’t generate
enough revenue to be self-sufficient, many of these departments could crumple, mainly fields
outside of STEM. The data analyzed in this research paper could shine light on pros and cos of
either tuition funding model. UKY has many colleges and departments that are offering a wide
range of majors. UKY should continue monitoring the concerns outlined with their current
tuition model, and possible tuition models, to create a tuition funding model that is not only
financially feasible for the STEM fields, but all other fields, including liberal arts.
Limitations
Due to limited access to data, much of this research assumes that students are not
transferring between departments and colleges. It is also assuming that students are not leaving
UKY. Some enrollment changes for departments could be because of students changing majors
or leaving the university. Since I do not have data on students changing majors or leaving the
university, I did not factor this into my research. I used the rates for lower division and resident
students as those are the smallest tuition rates. By using the lowest tuition rates, I should not
receive any revenue totals that are less than what is shown in my calculations, but I am also not
overestimating what revenue could be. Another limitation is that universities are typically only
allowed to increase tuition by a certain amount each year. While most of my comparisons are
using approved past tuition rates, any future tuition rate may not follow into CPE guidelines.
Recommendations
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While I have established that the mission and goals of each higher education institution
will drive their tuition funding policies differently, there are still some common themes that
could be provided in that process.
The first suggestion is to carefully analyze enrollment data. Trends in enrollment can
help universities and departments keep track of both growths and loss. The type of tuition
funding model currently being used, or being proposed, could be greatly impacted by trends with
enrollment. With fixed-net tuition models, if enrollment is not increasing or is staying the same,
it could tremendously slow revenue growth that may be needed to run programs. With costrelated tuition models, if enrollment severely drops it could have a big effect on the university
and department if there are not back up plans established.
My second suggestion is to have a model that provides transparency. For some higher
education can be a large expense. Tacking on multiple fees and not providing the clear
information on them can provide confusion for students and their families. Issuing cost-related
tuition could take out any confusion that course related fees could cause. As the tuition rate
would already be inclusive of what it would take to run that program specific course fees should
not be needed.
Final Thoughts
When creating a tuition funding model, it is important that each college or university
focuses on the design that would be best for them. Some factors that should be considered are
geographic location, programs offered, state high school graduation rates, income levels of
students, tuition and fee rates for other surrounding universities and surrounding states, and goals
of the college or university. What works best for one university may not be what works best for
another. What works best for one department may not be what works best for another. What
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works best for one student may not be what works best for another. The need to find a tuition
funding model that is the least problematic for all parties is ideal. This research paper set out to
explore three main questions.
1. How is decreased state funding for high education effecting tuition and enrollment at the
University of Kentucky?
2. How are different kinds of tuition funding models effecting various sized department and
colleges?
3. Is there a superior tuition funding model that can increase revenue for the university
without having negative effects on students and departments/colleges at that university?
Through data collection and analysis, I have been able to answer each question while providing
suggestions and feedback for future research. While decreased state appropriations does have an
impact in increased tuition, my paper discussed that increased tuition, at least at UKY, does not
appear to have a negative impact on enrollment. Each tuition funding model is going to affect
different sized departments in a variety of ways. Overall, cost-related tuition models seemed to
harm or predict harmful trends for smaller departments. Because of this, my opinion, is that
fixed-net tuition models are superior to cost-related tuition models. While revenue generation
would be lower, you would not see as many unfair advantages or disadvantages across various
departments. Regardless of model it appears that institutions are drifting to obtain more nonresident enrollment. If all models would create differential rates based on residency that could
continue to be a revenue booster.
Overall, tuition funding models are going to vary greatly for each institution. My opinion
of a more effective tuition model may not be the best mold for all institutions. Each model
brings up concerns that these institutions will need to address overtime. While there is no right
or wrong way to address the need for increased tuition revenue, this paper can provide insight
into how various tuition funding models can impact a higher education institution that is similar
in size to the University of Kentucky.
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Appendices
Appendix I

Universuty of Kentucky State Appropriations
**Represents Actual Funds and not Performance Funds Revenue
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FIGURE 1: DATA FROM UKY UNIVERSITY BUDGET OFFICE

University of Kentucky Undergraduate Tuition Per Semester
**Data from UKY Operating and Capital Budgets

Tuition and Fees

Resident (Lower)
$16,000
$14,000
$12,000
$10,000
$8,000
$6,000
$4,000
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$-

Resident (Upper)

Non-Resident (Lower)

Non-Resident (Upper)

200910

201011

201112

201213

201314

201415

201516

201617

201718

201819

Resident (Lower)

$4,062

$4,305

$4,564

$4,838

$4,983

$5,232

$5,390

$5,660

$5,886

$6,035

Resident (Upper)

$5,127

$5,384

$5,546

$5,823

$6,056

$6,210

$4,179

$4,430

$4,696

$4,978

Non-Resident (Lower) $8,339
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FIGURE 2 TUITION DATA FROM UKY OPERATING AND CAPITAL BUDGET REPORTS
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University of Kentucky Undergraduate Enrollment
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FIGURE 3: DATA FROM UKY INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH AND ADVANCED ANALYTICS
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Appendix II
Column1
2009-10
Resident
Non-resident
2010-11
Resident
Non-resident
2011-12
Resident
Non-resident
2012-13
Resident
Non-resident
2013-14
Resident
Non-resident
2014-15
Resident
Non-resident
2015-16
Resident
Non-resident
2016-17
Resident
Non-resident
2017-18
Resident
Non-resident
2018-19
Resident
Non-resident

Ag, Food and
Environment
2,190
1,648
542
2,345
1,739
606
2,338
1,729
609
2,451
1,748
703
2,516
1,749
767
2,480
1,659
821
2,544
1,639
905
2,477
1,545
932
2,525
1,547
978
2,323
1,416
907

Arts & Sciences
4,924
4,098
826
5,036
4,158
878
4,930
4,022
908
4,744
3,818
926
4,857
3,871
986
4,933
3,774
1,159
4,902
3,630
1,272
4,944
3,566
1,378
5,530
3,940
1,590
5,603
3,983
1,620

Business &
Communications
Economics
and Information
2,498
1,088
1,900
784
598
304
2,484
1,077
1,826
773
658
304
2,411
980
1,763
703
648
277
2,475
1,140
1,757
800
718
340
2,555
1,319
1,809
894
746
425
2,755
1,408
1,867
925
888
483
3,018
1,487
1,964
969
1,054
518
3,238
1,545
2,095
950
1,143
595
3,513
1,606
2,267
970
1,246
636
3,432
1,556
2,179
959
1,253
597
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Education
1,574
1,204
370
1,736
1,324
412
1,830
1,435
395
1,984
1,574
410
2,057
1,626
431
2,020
1,530
490
1,944
1,422
522
1,867
1,330
537
1,857
1,313
544
1,664
1,153
511

Engineering
2,087
1,835
252
2,334
2,062
272
2,476
2,188
288
2,733
2,361
372
2,909
2,453
456
3,085
2,489
596
3,269
2,540
729
3,393
2,593
800
3,382
2,589
793
3,398
2,574
824

Fine Arts
669
546
123
659
522
137
601
485
116
580
469
111
571
460
111
588
450
138
625
451
174
642
464
178
737
553
184
797
623
174

Social Work
212
184
28
236
205
31
228
199
29
221
191
30
232
199
33
236
191
45
214
173
41
220
170
50
231
186
45
251
203
48

Column1
2009-10
2010-11
2011-12
2012-13
2013-14
2014-15
2015-16
2016-17
2017-18
2018-19
2,202
2,357
2,343
2,458
2,526
2,522
2,591
2,492
2,547
2,349

Ag, Food and Environment

Arts & Sciences
4,924
5,036
4,930
4,744
4,857
4,933
4,902
4,947
5,784
5,884

2,527
2,503
2,438
2,491
2,575
2,768
3,043
3,263
3,540
3,455

1,088
1,077
980
1,140
1,319
1,408
1,487
1,545
1,606
1,556

Communications & Informations

Total Undergraduate Enrollment
Business & Economics

Education
1,574
1,736
1,830
1,984
2,057
2,020
1,944
1,867
1,857
1,664

Engineering
2,087
2,334
2,476
2,733
2,909
3,085
3,269
3,393
3,382
3,398

Fine Arts
677
667
611
587
592
604
638
656
761
819

Social Work
214
238
228
221
232
236
215
220
232
251
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Appendix V
Freshman Students Per Fall Semester of Academic Year
**These calculations are assuming that all freshman are 'new' students. It is also assuming that all students graduate within four years and don't leave UKY or their freshman status college.
Ag, Food and
Business &
Communications &
Arts & Sciences
Education
Engineering
Fine Arts
Social Work
Column1
Environment
Economics
Informations
2009-10
419
1,129
681
198
354
660
155
21
Resident
287
912
474
129
256
573
124
19
Non-resident
132
217
207
69
98
87
31
2
2010-11
498
1,207
708
196
395
723
151
25
Resident
343
960
487
126
278
638
112
21
Non-resident
155
247
221
70
117
85
39
4
2011-12
407
1,058
557
184
311
666
112
24
Resident
244
798
368
108
221
585
95
18
Non-resident
163
260
189
76
90
81
17
6
2012-13
443
1,096
602
202
381
790
128
20
Resident
254
801
358
114
270
638
101
14
Non-resident
189
295
244
88
111
152
27
6
2013-14
454
1,186
626
256
353
773
133
28
Resident
264
878
378
139
252
602
106
17
Non-resident
190
308
248
117
101
171
27
11
2014-15
525
1,318
776
245
371
845
154
33
Resident
268
889
440
115
236
602
106
20
Non-resident
257
429
336
130
135
243
48
13
2015-16
558
1,280
865
244
379
844
143
24
Resident
288
804
488
135
224
600
103
15
Non-resident
270
476
377
109
155
244
40
9
2016-17
572
1,351
838
250
401
842
142
24
Resident
308
878
495
119
257
621
88
15
Non-resident
264
473
343
131
144
221
54
9
2017-18
649
1,719
984
303
407
750
211
35
Resident
353
1,141
620
160
267
566
158
25
Non-resident
296
578
364
143
140
184
53
10
2018-19
583
1,836
937
281
367
769
252
39
Resident
323
1,244
573
147
219
575
196
27
Non-resident
260
592
364
134
148
194
56
12
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Appendix VI
Freshman Students Per Fall Semester of Academic Year Tuition Model withYearly changes
**These calculations are assuming that all freshman are 'new' students. It is also assuming that all students graduate within four years, don't leave UKY or their freshman status college, and state in the same college throughout all four years.
Ag, Food and Environment
Arts & Sciences
Business & Economics
Communications & Informations
Education
Engineering
Fine Arts
Social Work
$
19,829,839.00 $
48,242,064.00 $
31,947,258.00 $
9,618,513.00 $
16,247,552.00 $
26,710,221.00 $
6,668,348.00 $
821,123.00
Resident $
10,199,119.00 $
32,409,744.00 $
16,844,538.00 $
4,584,273.00 $
9,097,472.00 $
20,362,701.00 $
4,406,588.00 $
675,203.00
Year 1 $
2,331,301.00 $
7,408,176.00 $
3,850,302.00 $
1,047,867.00 $
2,079,488.00 $
4,654,479.00 $
1,007,252.00 $
154,337.00
Year 2 $
2,471,070.00 $
7,852,320.00 $
4,081,140.00 $
1,110,690.00 $
2,204,160.00 $
4,933,530.00 $
1,067,640.00 $
163,590.00
Year 3 $
2,619,736.00 $
8,324,736.00 $
4,326,672.00 $
1,177,512.00 $
2,336,768.00 $
5,230,344.00 $
1,131,872.00 $
173,432.00
Year 4 $
2,777,012.00 $
8,824,512.00 $
4,586,424.00 $
1,248,204.00 $
2,477,056.00 $
5,544,348.00 $
1,199,824.00 $
183,844.00
Non-resident $
9,630,720.00 $
15,832,320.00 $
15,102,720.00 $
5,034,240.00 $
7,150,080.00 $
6,347,520.00 $
2,261,760.00 $
145,920.00
Year 1 $
2,201,496.00 $
3,619,126.00 $
3,452,346.00 $
1,150,782.00 $
1,634,444.00 $
1,450,986.00 $
517,018.00 $
33,356.00
Year 2 $
2,333,496.00 $
3,836,126.00 $
3,659,346.00 $
1,219,782.00 $
1,732,444.00 $
1,537,986.00 $
548,018.00 $
35,356.00
Year 3 $
2,473,680.00 $
4,066,580.00 $
3,879,180.00 $
1,293,060.00 $
1,836,520.00 $
1,630,380.00 $
580,940.00 $
37,480.00
Year 4 $
2,622,048.00 $
4,310,488.00 $
4,111,848.00 $
1,370,616.00 $
1,946,672.00 $
1,728,168.00 $
615,784.00 $
39,728.00

Column1
2009-10

2010-11
Resident
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
Non-resident
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
2011-12
Resident
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
Non-resident
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
2012-13
Resident
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
Non-resident
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
2013-14
Resident
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
Non-resident
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
2014-15
Resident
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
Non-resident
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

24,808,110.00
12,821,340.00
2,953,230.00
3,130,904.00
3,318,868.00
3,418,338.00
11,986,770.00
2,740,090.00
2,904,700.00
3,078,920.00
3,263,060.00
23,002,666.00
9,573,096.00
2,227,232.00
2,360,944.00
2,431,704.00
2,553,216.00
13,429,570.00
3,054,620.00
3,237,832.00
3,431,476.00
3,705,642.00
26,970,550.00
10,385,044.00
2,457,704.00
2,531,364.00
2,657,856.00
2,738,120.00
16,585,506.00
3,754,296.00
3,978,828.00
4,296,726.00
4,555,656.00
29,096,660.00
11,227,920.00
2,631,024.00
2,762,496.00
2,845,920.00
2,988,480.00
17,868,740.00
3,999,880.00
4,319,460.00
4,579,760.00
4,969,640.00
37,800,498.00
11,882,048.00
2,804,352.00
2,889,040.00
3,033,760.00
3,154,896.00
25,918,450.00
5,842,638.00
6,194,728.00
6,722,092.00
7,158,992.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

54,986,298.00
35,884,800.00
8,265,600.00
8,762,880.00
9,288,960.00
9,567,360.00
19,101,498.00
4,366,466.00
4,628,780.00
4,906,408.00
5,199,844.00
52,730,132.00
31,308,732.00
7,284,144.00
7,721,448.00
7,952,868.00
8,350,272.00
21,421,400.00
4,872,400.00
5,164,640.00
5,473,520.00
5,910,840.00
58,637,116.00
32,749,686.00
7,750,476.00
7,982,766.00
8,381,664.00
8,634,780.00
25,887,430.00
5,859,880.00
6,210,340.00
6,706,530.00
7,110,680.00
66,307,508.00
37,341,340.00
8,750,148.00
9,187,392.00
9,464,840.00
9,938,960.00
28,966,168.00
6,484,016.00
7,002,072.00
7,424,032.00
8,056,048.00
82,679,354.00
39,414,704.00
9,302,496.00
9,583,420.00
10,063,480.00
10,465,308.00
43,264,650.00
9,752,886.00
10,340,616.00
11,220,924.00
11,950,224.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

35,294,874.00
18,204,060.00
4,193,070.00
4,445,336.00
4,712,212.00
4,853,442.00
17,090,814.00
3,906,838.00
4,141,540.00
4,389,944.00
4,652,492.00
30,009,822.00
14,438,112.00
3,359,104.00
3,560,768.00
3,667,488.00
3,850,752.00
15,571,710.00
3,541,860.00
3,754,296.00
3,978,828.00
4,296,726.00
36,049,164.00
14,637,188.00
3,464,008.00
3,567,828.00
3,746,112.00
3,859,240.00
21,411,976.00
4,846,816.00
5,136,688.00
5,547,096.00
5,881,376.00
39,399,748.00
16,076,340.00
3,767,148.00
3,955,392.00
4,074,840.00
4,278,960.00
23,323,408.00
5,220,896.00
5,638,032.00
5,977,792.00
6,486,688.00
53,393,440.00
19,507,840.00
4,604,160.00
4,743,200.00
4,980,800.00
5,179,680.00
33,885,600.00
7,638,624.00
8,098,944.00
8,788,416.00
9,359,616.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
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10,123,260.00
4,709,880.00
1,084,860.00
1,150,128.00
1,219,176.00
1,255,716.00
5,413,380.00
1,237,460.00
1,311,800.00
1,390,480.00
1,473,640.00
10,498,912.00
4,237,272.00
985,824.00
1,045,008.00
1,076,328.00
1,130,112.00
6,261,640.00
1,424,240.00
1,509,664.00
1,599,952.00
1,727,784.00
12,383,356.00
4,661,004.00
1,103,064.00
1,136,124.00
1,192,896.00
1,228,920.00
7,722,352.00
1,748,032.00
1,852,576.00
2,000,592.00
2,121,152.00
16,917,554.00
5,914,172.00
1,385,274.00
1,454,496.00
1,498,420.00
1,575,982.00
11,003,382.00
2,463,084.00
2,659,878.00
2,820,168.00
3,060,252.00
18,209,140.00
5,098,640.00
1,203,360.00
1,239,700.00
1,301,800.00
1,353,780.00
13,110,500.00
2,955,420.00
3,133,520.00
3,400,280.00
3,621,280.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

19,439,718.00
10,391,640.00
2,393,580.00
2,537,584.00
2,689,928.00
2,770,548.00
9,048,078.00
2,068,326.00
2,192,580.00
2,324,088.00
2,463,084.00
16,085,814.00
8,670,714.00
2,017,288.00
2,138,396.00
2,202,486.00
2,312,544.00
7,415,100.00
1,686,600.00
1,787,760.00
1,894,680.00
2,046,060.00
20,779,914.00
11,039,220.00
2,612,520.00
2,690,820.00
2,825,280.00
2,910,600.00
9,740,694.00
2,204,904.00
2,336,772.00
2,523,474.00
2,675,544.00
20,216,206.00
10,717,560.00
2,511,432.00
2,636,928.00
2,716,560.00
2,852,640.00
9,498,646.00
2,126,252.00
2,296,134.00
2,434,504.00
2,641,756.00
24,078,046.00
10,463,296.00
2,469,504.00
2,544,080.00
2,671,520.00
2,778,192.00
13,614,750.00
3,069,090.00
3,254,040.00
3,531,060.00
3,760,560.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

30,421,830.00
23,848,440.00
5,493,180.00
5,823,664.00
6,173,288.00
6,358,308.00
6,573,390.00
1,502,630.00
1,592,900.00
1,688,440.00
1,789,420.00
29,625,480.00
22,951,890.00
5,339,880.00
5,660,460.00
5,830,110.00
6,121,440.00
6,673,590.00
1,517,940.00
1,608,984.00
1,705,212.00
1,841,454.00
39,894,756.00
26,556,148.00
6,173,288.00
6,358,308.00
7,146,912.00
6,877,640.00
13,338,608.00
3,019,328.00
3,199,904.00
3,455,568.00
3,663,808.00
41,684,926.00
25,603,060.00
5,999,532.00
6,299,328.00
6,489,560.00
6,814,640.00
16,081,866.00
3,599,892.00
3,887,514.00
4,121,784.00
4,472,676.00
51,196,822.00
26,690,272.00
6,299,328.00
6,489,560.00
6,814,640.00
7,086,744.00
24,506,550.00
5,524,362.00
5,857,272.00
6,355,908.00
6,769,008.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

7,202,586.00
4,186,560.00
964,320.00
1,022,336.00
1,083,712.00
1,116,192.00
3,016,026.00
689,442.00
730,860.00
774,696.00
821,028.00
5,127,860.00
3,727,230.00
867,160.00
919,220.00
946,770.00
994,080.00
1,400,630.00
318,580.00
337,688.00
357,884.00
386,478.00
6,498,844.00
4,129,486.00
977,276.00
1,006,566.00
1,056,864.00
1,088,780.00
2,369,358.00
536,328.00
568,404.00
613,818.00
650,808.00
7,047,422.00
4,508,180.00
1,056,396.00
1,109,184.00
1,142,680.00
1,199,920.00
2,539,242.00
568,404.00
613,818.00
650,808.00
706,212.00
9,540,416.00
4,699,616.00
1,109,184.00
1,142,680.00
1,199,920.00
1,247,832.00
4,840,800.00
1,091,232.00
1,156,992.00
1,255,488.00
1,337,088.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,094,316.00
784,980.00
180,810.00
191,688.00
203,196.00
209,286.00
309,336.00
70,712.00
74,960.00
79,456.00
84,208.00
1,200,552.00
706,212.00
164,304.00
174,168.00
179,388.00
188,352.00
494,340.00
112,440.00
119,184.00
126,312.00
136,404.00
1,098,928.00
572,404.00
135,464.00
139,524.00
146,496.00
150,920.00
526,524.00
119,184.00
126,312.00
136,404.00
144,624.00
1,757,516.00
723,010.00
169,422.00
177,888.00
183,260.00
192,440.00
1,034,506.00
231,572.00
250,074.00
265,144.00
287,716.00
1,885,770.00
886,720.00
209,280.00
215,600.00
226,400.00
235,440.00
999,050.00
295,542.00
313,352.00
340,028.00
50,128.00

2015-16
Resident
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
Non-resident
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
2016-17
Resident
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
Non-resident
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
2017-18
Resident
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
Non-resident
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
2018-19
Resident
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
Non-resident
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

42,126,156.00
13,231,296.00
3,104,640.00
3,260,160.00
3,390,336.00
3,476,160.00
28,894,860.00
6,508,080.00
7,062,120.00
7,521,120.00
7,803,540.00
44,625,592.00
14,636,776.00
3,486,560.00
3,625,776.00
3,717,560.00
3,806,880.00
29,988,816.00
6,905,184.00
7,353,984.00
7,630,128.00
8,099,520.00
38,660,954.00
12,779,306.00
4,155,516.00
4,260,710.00
4,363,080.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

87,877,936.00
36,937,368.00
8,667,120.00
9,101,280.00
9,464,688.00
9,704,280.00
50,940,568.00
11,473,504.00
12,450,256.00
13,259,456.00
13,757,352.00
95,454,278.00
41,724,316.00
9,938,960.00
10,335,816.00
10,597,460.00
10,852,080.00
53,729,962.00
12,371,788.00
13,175,888.00
13,670,646.00
14,511,640.00
91,845,646.00
41,306,482.00
13,431,852.00
13,771,870.00
14,102,760.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

62,620,058.00
22,274,272.00
5,260,640.00
5,524,160.00
5,744,736.00
5,744,736.00
40,345,786.00
9,087,208.00
9,860,812.00
10,501,712.00
10,896,054.00
62,486,132.00
23,523,390.00
5,603,400.00
5,827,140.00
5,974,650.00
6,118,200.00
38,962,742.00
8,971,508.00
9,554,608.00
9,913,386.00
10,523,240.00
54,272,672.00
22,445,240.00
7,298,640.00
7,483,400.00
7,663,200.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

17,867,132.00
6,202,170.00
1,455,300.00
1,528,200.00
1,589,220.00
1,629,450.00
11,664,962.00
2,627,336.00
2,851,004.00
3,036,304.00
3,150,318.00
20,535,932.00
5,655,118.00
1,347,080.00
1,400,868.00
1,436,330.00
1,470,840.00
14,880,814.00
3,426,436.00
3,649,136.00
3,786,162.00
4,019,080.00
18,295,954.00
5,792,320.00
1,883,520.00
1,931,200.00
1,977,600.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

26,878,798.00
10,291,008.00
2,414,720.00
2,535,680.00
2,636,928.00
2,703,680.00
16,587,790.00
3,736,120.00
4,054,180.00
4,317,680.00
4,479,810.00
28,570,690.00
12,213,154.00
2,909,240.00
3,025,404.00
3,101,990.00
3,176,520.00
16,357,536.00
3,766,464.00
4,011,264.00
4,161,888.00
4,417,920.00
21,907,254.00
9,665,934.00
3,143,124.00
3,222,690.00
3,300,120.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

53,677,592.00
27,565,200.00
6,468,000.00
6,792,000.00
7,063,200.00
7,242,000.00
26,112,392.00
5,881,376.00
6,382,064.00
6,796,864.00
7,052,088.00
54,615,436.00
29,511,162.00
7,029,720.00
7,310,412.00
7,495,470.00
7,675,560.00
25,104,274.00
5,780,476.00
6,156,176.00
6,387,342.00
6,780,280.00
36,578,924.00
20,490,332.00
6,662,952.00
6,831,620.00
6,995,760.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

9,012,746.00
4,732,026.00
1,110,340.00
1,165,960.00
1,212,516.00
1,243,210.00
4,280,720.00
964,160.00
1,046,240.00
1,114,240.00
1,156,080.00
6,134,203.00
4,181,936.00
996,160.00
1,035,936.00
1,062,160.00
1,087,680.00
6,134,076.00
1,412,424.00
1,504,224.00
1,560,708.00
1,656,720.00
10,354,130.00
5,719,916.00
1,859,976.00
1,907,060.00
1,952,880.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,652,292.00
689,130.00
161,700.00
169,800.00
176,580.00
181,050.00
963,162.00
216,936.00
235,404.00
250,704.00
260,118.00
1,735,176.00
712,830.00
169,800.00
176,580.00
181,050.00
185,400.00
1,022,346.00
235,404.00
250,704.00
260,118.00
276,120.00
1,779,430.00
905,050.00
294,300.00
301,750.00
309,000.00

$
$
$
$

25,881,648.00
8,245,376.00
8,554,992.00
9,081,280.00

$
$
$
$

50,539,164.00
16,100,768.00
16,705,356.00
17,733,040.00

$
$
$
$

31,827,432.00
10,139,584.00
10,520,328.00
11,167,520.00

$
$
$
$

12,503,634.00
3,983,408.00
4,132,986.00
4,387,240.00

$
$
$
$

12,241,320.00
3,899,840.00
4,046,280.00
4,295,200.00

$
$
$
$

16,088,592.00
5,125,504.00
5,317,968.00
5,645,120.00

$
$
$
$

4,634,214.00
1,476,368.00
1,531,806.00
1,626,040.00

$
$
$
$

874,380.00
278,560.00
289,020.00
306,800.00

$
$
$
$

23,382,210.00
7,890,890.00
3,898,610.00
3,992,280.00

$
$
$
$

65,663,464.00
30,390,920.00
15,015,080.00
15,375,840.00

$
$
$
$

35,686,238.00
13,998,390.00
6,916,110.00
7,082,280.00

$
$
$
$

11,575,198.00
3,591,210.00
1,774,290.00
1,816,920.00

$
$
$
$

14,168,306.00
5,350,170.00
2,643,330.00
2,706,840.00

$
$
$
$

25,606,158.00
14,047,250.00
6,940,250.00
7,107,000.00

$
$
$
$

8,124,872.00
4,788,280.00
2,365,720.00
2,422,560.00

$
$
$
$

1,374,594.00
659,610.00
325,890.00
333,720.00

$
$
$

15,491,320.00 $
7,514,520.00 $
7,976,800.00 $

3,336,592.00 $
1,618,512.00 $
1,718,080.00 $

714,984.00
346,824.00
368,160.00

35,272,544.00 $
17,109,984.00 $
18,162,560.00 $

21,687,848.00 $
10,520,328.00 $
11,167,520.00 $

7,983,988.00 $
3,872,868.00 $
4,111,120.00 $
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8,818,136.00 $
4,277,496.00 $
4,540,640.00 $

11,558,908.00 $
5,606,988.00 $
5,951,920.00 $

Appendix VII
Freshman Students Per Fall Semester of Academic Year Fixed Net Tuition Model
**These calculations are assuming that all freshman are 'new' students. It is also assuming that all students graduate within four years, don't leave UKY or their freshman status college, and state in
the same college throughout all four years.
Ag, Food and
Communications
Arts & Sciences
Business & Economics
Education
Engineering
Fine Arts
Social Work
Column1
Environment
& Informations
2009-10
$ 2,266,398.50 $
5,513,651.00 $
3,651,324.00 $ 1,099,324.50 $
1,856,966.00 $ 3,052,732.50 $
762,135.00 $
93,846.50
Resident $
1,165,650.50 $
3,704,088.00 $
1,925,151.00 $
523,933.50 $
1,039,744.00 $ 2,327,239.50 $
503,626.00 $
77,168.50
Non-resident $
1,100,748.00 $
1,809,563.00 $
1,726,173.00 $
575,391.00 $
817,222.00 $
725,493.00 $
258,509.00 $
16,678.00
2010-11
$ 2,846,660.00 $
6,316,033.00 $
4,049,954.00 $ 1,161,160.00 $
2,230,953.00 $ 3,497,905.00 $
826,881.00 $
125,761.00
Resident $
1,476,615.00 $
4,132,800.00 $
2,096,535.00 $
542,430.00 $
1,196,790.00 $ 2,746,590.00 $
482,160.00 $
90,405.00
Non-resident $
1,370,045.00 $
2,183,233.00 $
1,953,419.00 $
618,730.00 $
1,034,163.00 $
751,315.00 $
344,721.00 $
35,356.00
2011-12
$ 2,640,926.00 $
6,078,272.00 $
3,450,482.00 $ 1,205,032.00 $
1,851,944.00 $ 3,428,910.00 $
592,870.00 $
224,880.00
Resident $
1,113,616.00 $
3,642,072.00 $
1,679,552.00 $
492,912.00 $
1,008,644.00 $ 2,669,940.00 $
433,580.00 $
168,660.00
Non-resident $
1,527,310.00 $
2,436,200.00 $
1,770,930.00 $
712,120.00 $
843,300.00 $
758,970.00 $
159,290.00 $
56,220.00
2012-13
$ 3,106,000.00 $
6,805,178.00 $
4,155,412.00 $ 1,425,548.00 $
2,408,712.00 $ 4,596,308.00 $
756,802.00 $
127,324.00
Resident $
1,228,852.00 $
3,875,238.00 $
1,732,004.00 $
551,532.00 $
1,306,260.00 $ 3,086,644.00 $
488,638.00 $
67,732.00
Non-resident $
1,877,148.00 $
2,929,940.00 $
2,423,408.00 $
874,016.00 $
1,102,452.00 $ 1,509,664.00 $
268,164.00 $
59,592.00
2013-14
$ 3,315,452.00 $
7,617,082.00 $
4,494,022.00 $ 1,924,179.00 $
2,318,842.00 $ 4,799,712.00 $
812,400.00 $
200,497.00
Resident $
1,315,512.00 $
4,375,074.00 $
1,883,574.00 $
692,637.00 $
1,255,716.00 $ 2,999,766.00 $
528,198.00 $
84,711.00
Non-resident $
1,999,940.00 $
3,242,008.00 $
2,610,448.00 $ 1,231,542.00 $
1,063,126.00 $ 1,799,946.00 $
284,202.00 $
115,786.00
2014-15
$ 4,323,495.00 $
9,528,120.00 $
6,121,392.00 $ 2,079,390.00 $
2,769,297.00 $ 5,911,845.00 $
1,100,208.00 $
252,411.00
Resident $
1,402,176.00 $
4,651,248.00 $
2,302,080.00 $
601,680.00 $
1,234,752.00 $ 3,149,664.00 $
554,592.00 $
104,640.00
Non-resident $
2,921,319.00 $
4,876,872.00 $
3,819,312.00 $ 1,477,710.00 $
1,534,545.00 $ 2,762,181.00 $
545,616.00 $
147,771.00
2015-16
$ 4,806,360.00 $
10,070,312.00 $
7,173,924.00 $ 2,041,318.00 $
3,075,420.00 $ 6,174,688.00 $
1,037,250.00 $
189,318.00
Resident $
1,552,320.00 $
4,333,560.00 $
2,630,320.00 $
727,650.00 $
1,207,360.00 $ 3,234,000.00 $
555,170.00 $
80,850.00
Non-resident $
3,254,040.00 $
5,736,752.00 $
4,543,604.00 $ 1,313,668.00 $
1,868,060.00 $ 2,940,688.00 $
482,080.00 $
108,468.00
2016-17
$ 5,195,872.00 $
11,155,374.00 $
7,287,454.00 $ 2,386,758.00 $
3,337,852.00 $ 6,405,098.00 $
1,204,292.00 $
202,602.00
Resident $
1,743,280.00 $
4,969,480.00 $
2,801,700.00 $
673,540.00 $
1,454,620.00 $ 3,514,860.00 $
498,080.00 $
84,900.00
Non-resident $
3,452,592.00 $
6,185,894.00 $
4,485,754.00 $ 1,713,218.00 $
1,883,232.00 $ 2,890,238.00 $
706,212.00 $
117,702.00
2017-18
$ 6,200,446.00 $
14,766,310.00 $
8,719,112.00 $ 2,933,464.00 $
3,521,482.00 $ 5,894,228.00 $
1,668,172.00 $
286,430.00
Resident $
2,077,758.00 $
6,715,926.00 $
3,649,320.00 $
941,760.00 $
1,571,562.00 $ 3,331,476.00 $
929,988.00 $
147,150.00
Non-resident $
4,122,688.00 $
8,050,384.00 $
5,069,792.00 $ 1,991,704.00 $
1,949,920.00 $ 2,562,752.00 $
738,184.00 $
139,280.00
2018-19
$ 5,706,565.00 $
16,062,532.00 $
8,718,219.00 $ 2,823,579.00 $
3,460,413.00 $ 6,273,619.00 $
1,992,116.00 $
336,357.00
Resident $
1,949,305.00 $
7,507,540.00 $
3,458,055.00 $
887,145.00 $
1,321,665.00 $ 3,470,125.00 $
1,182,860.00 $
162,945.00
Non-resident $
3,757,260.00 $
8,554,992.00 $
5,260,164.00 $ 1,936,434.00 $
2,138,748.00 $ 2,803,494.00 $
809,256.00 $
173,412.00
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Appendix VIII
Column1
2009-10
2010-11
2011-12
2012-13
2013-14
2014-15
2015-16
2016-17
2017-18
2018-19

Column1
2009-10
2010-11
2011-12
2012-13
2013-14
2014-15
2015-16
2016-17
2017-18
2018-19

Freshman Students Per Fall Semester of Academic Year Fixed Net Tuition Model Four Years Total for incoming freshman class
**These calculations are assuming that all freshman are 'new' students. It is also assuming that all students graduate within four years, don't leave UKY or their freshman status college, and state in the same college throughout all four years.
Ag, Food and Environment
Arts & Sciences
Business & Economics
Communications & Informations
Education
Engineering
Fine Arts
Social Work
$
18,131,188.00 $
44,109,208.00 $
29,210,592.00 $
8,794,596.00 $
14,855,728.00 $
24,421,860.00 $
6,097,080.00 $
750,772.00
$
22,773,280.00 $
50,528,264.00 $
32,399,632.00 $
9,289,280.00 $
17,847,624.00 $
27,983,240.00 $
6,615,048.00 $
1,006,088.00
$
21,127,408.00 $
48,626,176.00 $
27,603,856.00 $
9,640,256.00 $
14,815,552.00 $
27,431,280.00 $
4,742,960.00 $
1,799,040.00
$
24,848,000.00 $
54,441,424.00 $
33,243,296.00 $
11,404,384.00 $
19,269,696.00 $
36,770,464.00 $
6,054,416.00 $
1,018,592.00
$
26,523,616.00 $
60,936,656.00 $
35,952,176.00 $
15,393,432.00 $
18,550,736.00 $
38,397,696.00 $
6,499,200.00 $
1,603,976.00
$
34,587,960.00 $
76,224,960.00 $
48,971,136.00 $
16,635,120.00 $
22,154,376.00 $
47,294,760.00 $
8,801,664.00 $
2,019,288.00
$
38,450,880.00 $
80,562,496.00 $
57,391,392.00 $
16,330,544.00 $
24,603,360.00 $
49,397,504.00 $
8,298,000.00 $
1,514,544.00
$
41,566,976.00 $
89,242,992.00 $
58,299,632.00 $
19,094,064.00 $
26,702,816.00 $
51,240,784.00 $
9,634,336.00 $
1,620,816.00
$
49,603,568.00 $
118,130,480.00 $
69,752,896.00 $
23,467,712.00 $
28,171,856.00 $
47,153,824.00 $
13,345,376.00 $
2,291,440.00
$
45,652,520.00 $
128,500,256.00 $
69,745,752.00 $
22,588,632.00 $
27,683,304.00 $
50,188,952.00 $
15,936,928.00 $
2,690,856.00

Freshman Students Per Fall Semester of Academic Year Current UK Model Four Years Total with annual increases for incoming freshman class
**These calculations are assuming that all freshman are 'new' students. It is also assuming that all students graduate within four years, don't leave UKY or their freshman status college, and state in the same college throughout all four years.
Ag, Food and Environment
Arts & Sciences
Business & Economics
Communications & Informations
Education
Engineering
Fine Arts
Social Work
$
19,829,839.00 $
48,242,064.00 $
31,947,258.00 $
9,618,513.00 $
16,247,552.00 $
26,710,221.00 $
6,668,348.00 $
821,123.00
$
24,808,110.00 $
54,986,298.00 $
35,294,874.00 $
10,123,260.00 $
19,439,718.00 $
30,421,830.00 $
7,202,586.00 $
1,094,316.00
$
23,002,666.00 $
52,730,132.00 $
30,009,822.00 $
10,498,912.00 $
16,085,814.00 $
29,625,480.00 $
5,127,860.00 $
1,200,552.00
$
26,970,550.00 $
58,637,116.00 $
36,049,164.00 $
12,383,356.00 $
20,779,914.00 $
39,894,756.00 $
6,498,844.00 $
1,098,928.00
$
29,096,660.00 $
66,307,508.00 $
39,399,748.00 $
16,917,554.00 $
20,216,206.00 $
41,684,926.00 $
7,047,422.00 $
1,757,516.00
$
37,800,498.00 $
82,679,354.00 $
53,393,440.00 $
18,209,140.00 $
24,078,046.00 $
51,196,822.00 $
9,540,416.00 $
1,885,770.00
$
42,126,156.00 $
87,877,936.00 $
62,620,058.00 $
17,867,132.00 $
26,878,798.00 $
53,677,592.00 $
9,012,746.00 $
1,652,292.00
$
44,625,592.00 $
95,454,278.00 $
62,486,132.00 $
20,535,932.00 $
28,570,690.00 $
54,615,436.00 $
6,134,203.00 $
1,735,176.00
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Appendix IX: Data/Charts pulled from UKY Institutional Research and Advanced
Analytics
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Anthropology
Biology
Chemistry
English
Geography
History
Mathematics
Philosophy
Physics & Astronomy
Political Science
Psychology
Sociology
Statistics

Department
Arts & Sciences

2009-10
110
1353
260
307
58
265
98
73
56
516
901
129
26

2010-11
110
1385
302
291
52
248
144
65
65
486
952
94
29

2011-12
111
1318
329
276
72
263
153
58
75
426
965
91
36

2012-13
108
1305
337
243
58
233
141
59
63
390
936
75
42

2013-14
95
1391
362
235
45
207
155
48
74
402
945
74
30

2014-15
79
1459
366
211
34
205
164
39
89
403
936
83
26

2015-16
72
1493
377
229
35
199
142
41
78
376
953
82
27

2016-17
68
1497
342
211
29
186
120
46
66
398
928
84
29

2017-18
69
1522
325
204
33
193
130
36
62
401
946
82
27

2018-19
69
1452
292
170
25
176
113
34
68
435
998
101
26
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Appendix XII

In State Enrollment
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F IGURE 5: DATA FROM UK IRAA FOR IN -STATE ENROLLMENT

Out of State Enrollment
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F IGURE 6: DATA FROM UK IRAA FOR OUT - OF -STATE ENROLLMENT
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Appendix XIII: UH Fixed Tuition Rate FY20
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Appendix XIV
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Appendix XV
Department
Mathematics
Chemistry
Biology
Psychology
Writing, Rhetoric and Digital
Studies
Modern & Classical Languages,
Literatures and Cultures
Physics & Astronomy
Statistics
History
English
Hispanic Studies
Philosophy
Political Science
Anthropology
Sociology
Geography
Arts and Sciences
Earth and Environmental
Sciences
Linguistics
Gender and Women's Studies
Military Science and Leadership
Aerospae Studies
Appalachian Studies
Ctr for English as a Second
Language

Enrollment
7493
6599
5554
3895

Charge per course
$
1,350.00
$
1,350.00
$
1,350.00
$
1,350.00

Revenue/Semester
$
10,115,550.00
$
8,908,650.00
$
7,497,900.00
$
5,258,250.00

Revenue/Year
$ 20,231,100.00
$ 17,817,300.00
$ 14,995,800.00
$ 10,516,500.00

3406 $

1,350.00 $

4,598,100.00 $

9,196,200.00

3135
3098
2562
2392
2184
1856
1680
1668
1621
1562
1378
1128

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,350.00
1,350.00
1,350.00
1,350.00
1,350.00
1,350.00
1,350.00
1,350.00
1,350.00
1,350.00
1,350.00
1,350.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

4,232,250.00
4,182,300.00
3,458,700.00
3,229,200.00
2,948,400.00
2,505,600.00
2,268,000.00
2,251,800.00
2,188,350.00
2,108,700.00
1,860,300.00
1,522,800.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

8,464,500.00
8,364,600.00
6,917,400.00
6,458,400.00
5,896,800.00
5,011,200.00
4,536,000.00
4,503,600.00
4,376,700.00
4,217,400.00
3,720,600.00
3,045,600.00

768
529
422
346
210
98

$
$
$
$
$
$

1,350.00
1,350.00
1,350.00
1,350.00
1,350.00
1,350.00

$
$
$
$
$
$

1,036,800.00
714,150.00
569,700.00
467,100.00
283,500.00
132,300.00

$
$
$
$
$
$

2,073,600.00
1,428,300.00
1,139,400.00
934,200.00
567,000.00
264,600.00

122,850.00 $

245,700.00

91 $

1,350.00 $
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Department
Biology
Geography

Cost to Operate
Major Students
$
9,400,000.00
$
3,700,000.00
1452
25

Other Students

Major Student Revenue
Other Student Revenue
Total
5300 $
20,328,000.00 $
1,060,000.00 $
21,388,000.00
2656 $
250,000.00 $
132,800.00 $
382,800.00

Major Students vs. Other Students
**This model assumes that major students account for two enrollments in single term enrollment numbers
Biology Tuition/Semester = $7,000.00 - Geography Tuition/Semester = $5,000.00
Biology Lab Fee = $100.00/Student - Geography Course Fee/Student = $25.00
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